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The CGIAR has seen significant resource gains 
since embarking on a reform process in 2009, 
with a near doubling of CGIAR budgets over the 
last five years leading to its recent attainment 
of USD 1 billion as a funding milestone - see 
appendix charts 1 - 4.  This support has come 
primarily from traditional, long-standing donors 
who helped initiate the reform process itself. 
While surpassing the USD 1 billion threshold is 
an impressive achievement, there are tensions 
in the Resource Mobilization (RM) architecture 
of the CGIAR that represent, at a minimum, lost 
opportunities and, quite possibly, threats to the 
forward momentum of reform and the 
continuance of high levels of traditional donor 
funding over the medium to long term.   
CCS Fundraising was requested to gain an in-
depth understanding of funding trends and 
existing RM capacities within the CGIAR, 
analyze performance of the system as it stands 
today and propose a series of options that could 
enhance the effectiveness of RM efforts. A 
specific question asked of us in this assignment 
was a careful analysis of Window 3, with its 
highly restricted donor designations to specific 
CGIAR Centers and continued high levels of 
commitment.  
We concur with the underlying definition of the 
challenge – the CGIAR could be more efficient, 
effective and less fragmented in its RM efforts, 
and with targeted changes to its existing 
approaches could mobilize a significantly larger 
amount of resources by marshaling new funding 
opportunities, all the while enhancing 
satisfaction among its current donor pool. But 
as we delved deeper in our analysis, we realized 
that a crucial element of our assignment – the 
analysis of Window 3 – should be approached 
from another vantage point. Given the way the 
CGIAR is structured, and in particular, the 
autonomy  of  the  Consortium’s  member  centers,  
the question should not be about the future of 
Window 3, but on maximizing the attractiveness 
and potential of Windows 1 and 2.  We focused 
on the range of incentives, possible initiatives, 
and resources that could be leveraged to 
significantly expand investments in Windows 1 
and 2, and advance the objectives that continue 
to animate the reform process.  
This shift in focus makes good sense from an 
RM standpoint. The reality of the current RM 
system is one that is, in fairness, quite 
successful at present, but that carries significant 
risks for the future financial health of the 
CGIAR. To be explicit, the current RM 
architecture is akin to a free-for-all; Centers 
operate autonomously, having created close-
knit relationships with specific donors who they 
consider to be within their own turf. A good 
amount of funding does not even appear within 
Window 3, but is purely bilateral. Transparency, 
coordination and system-wide RM approaches 
are sorely lacking – as a matter of fact, the 
current system encourages a type of zero-sum 
competition amongst Centers who target a 
limited number of donors.  
There is no regular exchange of information 
with the CGIAR Fund Office (FO), which is 
nominally charged with fundraising for 
Windows 1 and 2 of the Fund. The FO itself is 
hampered by its limited capacities, given that it 
has two and a half staff dedicated to RM duties, 
out of a total of 11. Having said this, the Centers 
rely on Window 3 and bilateral funding for 
much of their program of work – current 
funding levels of Windows 1 and 2 would not 
allow the CGIAR Research Programs (CRPs) to 
function at optimal levels.  
Executive Summary 
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Windows 1 and 2 are being financed by a core 
set of donors supporting the reform process. 
The great risk at present is the onset of fatigue 
by this subset of donors – should this occur, the 
entire architecture of the system and further 
gains from CGIAR reform could be jeopardized.  
Furthermore, the CGIAR governance structure 
would make wholesale revisions to the current 
system difficult, complex and with an uncertain 
conclusion. Based on consultations with donors, 
the FO, CO, Centers, Center boards, and other 
stakeholders, we believe that the following 
three recommendations for reforms within the 
existing governance structure would lead to a 
less fragmented approach to RM that would 
strengthen the kinds of positive synergies 
required for the ongoing effectiveness of the 
CGIAR and continuous improvement of its 
resource mobilization approach. 
First, Windows 1 and 2 should be the focus of 
the reforms of the RM architecture. This 
requires a System-wide decision to increase 
central coordination of certain RM functions, 
overcome impediments to greater investment, 
and begin new initiatives.  The simplest manner 
to do this is to develop and launch a series of 
deliverables, some of which are listed below, 
that enhance value added to the CGIAR without 
threatening existing relationships.  
Some elements that we have identified for 
consideration include:  
(i) launching challenge grants and targeted 
fundraising campaigns that leverage new 
and increased funding to Windows 1 and 2 
with matching levels of resources;  
(ii) pursuing replenishment-type conferences 
to mobilize resources for CRPs funded 
through Windows 1 and 2 and making 
funding streams more reliable and 
transparent in the long term;  
(iii) implementing innovative financing 
mechanisms that could bring new financial 
partners to the CGIAR Fund and address 
the limited number of longer-term financial 
commitments (a requirement for the kind 
of research that forms the mainstay of 
CGIAR’s  work); and  
(iv) addressing donor behavior that continues 
to allow for a flourishing Window 3 that is 
seemingly at odds with the objectives of 
reform. 
Second, clearly define the remit and provide 
the necessary resources for the CGIAR Fund 
Office to develop, oversee and implement the 
initiatives outlined in recommendation one 
above. In canvassing stakeholders throughout 
the CGIAR, there was widespread recognition 
that there is an important role for the FO to 
play. This role must be one that adds value to 
the entire system, rather than attempting to 
enforce a set of decisions (shift to Windows 1 
and 2 and away from 3) that are not realistic in 
the current environment.  
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Third, strengthen the RM capacities across the entire CGIAR system by developing a series of  
 
 
 
Third, strengthen RM capacities across the 
entire system by developing RM tools that 
would then be made available to all Centers 
and CGIAR entities. Our analysis has 
demonstrated that the CGIAR has a very small 
number of dedicated RM staff, averaging 2-3 
per Center with, in many cases, support from 
Center Directors. Much could be gained by 
dedicating additional resources to 
strengthening RM capacities, creating 
communities of practice, allocating specialized, 
senior RM staff to assist in Center RM efforts 
and provide regular training and backstopping. 
These efforts, while relatively cost efficient, 
would make a great difference not only in skills 
development, but also in shifting the 
institutional culture across the CGIAR towards a 
more collaborative and collegial one. 
Our report, given the time limitations of our 
assignment, presents what are in essence early 
stage options for consideration. We have 
drafted these recommendations in the spirit of 
a set of proposals for consideration by the Fund 
Council, CGIAR Centers and wider community of 
CGIAR stakeholders.  They need to be further 
developed and piloted, but we firmly believe 
that investing in these recommendations will 
make it possible to significantly strengthen the 
CGIAR’s  RM  architecture  and  mobilize  far  
greater levels of resources.  
 
 
 
 
The FO, duly strengthened, should focus on: 
(i) raising awareness of the CGIAR;  
(ii) developing, launching and overseeing new global initiatives that are by definition beyond 
the remit of any single or subgroup of Centers;  
(iii) approaching prospective donors who could be attracted to Windows 1 or 2, and connect 
prospective donors with narrower interests to specific Centers;  
(iv) maintaining and nurturing relationships with the global donors of interest to the entire 
System; and  
(v) increasing the level of communications with stakeholders across the system. To do this, 
the current staff complement is insufficient. Additional resources (which would actually be 
rather limited in the scheme of existing CGIAR system costs) would have to be allocated to 
the FO to achieve this and greater synergies put in place with existing RM efforts across 
the CGIAR system. 
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REVIEW OF TRENDS AND OPTIONS 
 
 
In response to the evolving political, financial, 
technological and environmental realities, and 
at the behest of the donor community, the 
CGIAR system underwent an important reform 
process that began in 2009. 
This reform process has significantly altered the 
institutional and governance architecture of the 
CGIAR system. At present there are 15 research 
centers that are members of the CGIAR 
Consortium, each with its own Resource 
Mobilization (RM) team. The Consortium is an 
international organization that is meant to 
integrate the research of the Centers and that 
performs an important role in coordinating 
actual cross-Center research work that is 
organized through 15 CGIAR Research Programs 
(CRPs – also a product of the CGIAR reform). 
The CGIAR Fund, another system entity, is 
tasked with providing reliable and predictable 
funding to enable research planning and 
allocation of resources based on agreed 
priorities that are outlined in a Strategy and 
Results Framework (SRF). The multi-donor trust 
Fund finances research carried out by the 
Centers through the CRPs. Decisions on 
allocations of funding contributed to the Fund 
are made by the Fund Council (FC), which is its 
decision making body. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
i. Foreword 
 
 
In an effort to maximize coordination and harmonization of funding (a major criticism of the pre-
reform CGIAR system), donors are encouraged to channel resources through the CGIAR Fund. Donors 
may designate their contributions to one or more of three funding windows: 
x Window 1 – the least restricted type of funding, with the FC establishing overall priorities 
and making specific decisions regarding the use of Window 1 funds, such as the allocation to 
CRPs,  payment  of  System  Costs,  and  any  other  uses  required  to  achieve  the  CGIAR’s  mission; 
x Window 2 – more restricted than Window 1, but contributions provided through this 
window are designated by Fund donors to one or more specific CRPs. Once allocated to a 
given CRP, funds then flow to the lead Center implementing the CRP; and 
x Window 3 – the most restricted type of funding, where donors allocate funding to specific 
Centers. Neither the Consortium nor the FC makes decisions regarding the use of Window 3 
resource. 
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Without delving into too great detail, 
some of the original assumptions 
underpinning the reform process have 
not come to pass. It was thought that 
most, if not all, donors would quickly 
transition their support to Windows 1 
and 2. This would provide the CGIAR 
with a greater degree of flexibility in 
designating funding to CRPs, guarantee 
a longer term financing envelope that 
would simplify planning of research 
work, and help bring to an end the 
fragmented RM approaches that 
project-specific financing engendered. 
Window 3 was foreseen as a temporary 
mechanism that would allow ongoing 
projects and donor commitments to be 
completed in an orderly manner, and 
that was destined to gradually lose its 
purpose and be closed. This has not 
occurred. The overwhelming amount of 
resources committed to the CGIAR is 
currently Window 3 or pure bilateral 
funding (the latter often not even 
reported to the CGIAR Fund).  
Having said this, the reform has 
produced significant resource gains, 
with a near doubling of CGIAR budgets 
over the last five years leading to the 
recent attainment of USD 1 billion as a 
funding milestone (with the caveat of 
the relative importance of Window 3 
commitments).   
This support has come primarily from 
the traditional, long-standing donors 
who helped initiate the reform process 
itself. While surpassing the USD 1 billion 
threshold is an impressive achievement, 
tensions exist in the Resource 
Mobilization (RM) architecture of the 
CGIAR that represent, at a minimum, 
lost opportunities and, quite possibly, 
threats to the forward momentum of 
reform and the continuance of high 
levels of traditional donor funding over 
the medium to long term.   
 
As part of the agreed upon milestones in 
the reform process, a Mid-Term Review 
(MTR) is currently being carried out to 
assess progress in reform 
implementation and propose corrective 
actions as necessary. An important 
element in the reform was the re-
engineering of the overall RM process. 
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At FC 10, the Phase 2 CGIAR Governance 
Review, carried out by PricewaterhouseCoopers 
(PwC) was discussed and, at the request of the 
FC Governance Committee (FCGC), several 
recommendations contained therein were 
approved for action. One of the approved 
recommendations was the development of a 
system-wide resource mobilization approach 
and strategy. Furthermore, the FC Resource 
Group (FCRG) was requested to 
undertake/commission analytical work to better 
understand resource mobilization issues 
affecting the system, as well as forming an 
opinion on alternatives for Window 3.  
The FCRG then identified Mr. Anthony Beattie 
as lead consultant to carry out this work. 
Unfortunately, due to his untimely passing, he 
was unable to complete his assignment. The 
FCRG, in light of the need to complete the work 
as a critical input to the MTR, made the decision 
to organize a follow-up consultancy to take up 
the work initiated by Mr. Beattie. CCS 
Fundraising was then identified and engaged in 
mid-April 2014 to continue and finalize the 
work.  
CCS Fundraising was requested to gain an in-
depth understanding of funding trends and 
existing RM capacities within the CGIAR, 
analyze performance of the RM system as it 
stands today and propose a series of options 
that could enhance the effectiveness of RM 
efforts. A specific question asked of us in this 
assignment was a careful analysis of Window 3, 
with its highly restricted donor designations to 
specific CGIAR Centers and continued high 
levels of commitment. 
The approach taken to gain the necessary 
understanding of the CGIAR, its RM architecture 
and the challenges faced was based on a rapid 
assessment exercise and was informed by: 
9 Research and reports provided by the Fund 
Office (FO); 
9 Responses to an E-survey sent to the 
CGIAR Centers regarding their overall 
impressions of the reform; 
9 Interviews conducted by Anthony Beattie 
and related notes; 
9 Interviews conducted by the CCS team; 
9 An E-survey request of Centers for specific 
RM data and strategies; 
9 Aggregated data provided by Tony Simons 
on behalf of the Centers; 
9 The SRF; 
9 RM analysis provided by Paul Zuckerman; 
and 
9 Insights gains from a review of RM 
strategies within the CGIAR, at UNHCR, 
UNICEF and other leading international 
organizations. 
CCS is grateful to the FO, the FCRG, the 
Consortium Resource Group (CRG) and all who 
responded to the questionnaires and gave 
generously of their time.  
CCS is pleased to make this submission as part 
of the preparation for the Fund Council 11 
meeting scheduled to take place in Mexico City 
on May 7-8, 2014. 
 
 
 
  
ii. Background to the assignment 
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This is a time for cautious optimism across the 
CGIAR. The SRF review and planned 2015 call 
for proposals is drawing much attention, fuelled 
in part by increased donor interest in climate 
change and food security issues. The system 
reform is delivering a higher level of 
investment, albeit not in the way originally 
intended.  This warrants closer analysis to help 
the system maximize its RM potential and 
impact.   
Feedback from CGIAR stakeholders 
In light of the investment trends and the 
reforms of 2009, this report sought input from 
donors, RM staff and leadership in CGIAR 
Centers regarding their fundraising needs and 
aspirations for the future. Salient findings of 
these interactions are highlighted in the 
following paragraphs. 
The donor community expressed concerns 
regarding the quality and scale of programs 
being funded, with some of the most important 
historic donors being the most vocal in this 
regard. Many donors acknowledge that their 
investment strategies may not be enabling the 
full system wide efficiencies envisaged by the 
reform – the growth in Window 3 funding being 
a case in point. An additional challenge is that 
most donors have clearly defined preferences in 
terms of how they fund the CGIAR, with none 
indicating plans to adjust their strategies in the 
short term, either as part of an ongoing 
commitment approach or in the context of 
increasing pressure on aid and research 
budgets. 
Donors cited CGIAR governance, uncoordinated 
processes and the weakness of the CRPs as 
reasons for their investment decisions. Anthony 
Beattie’s  comment that ‘The  system  does  not  
have a strategic plan – it has an SRF but this 
document  does  not  lay  out  the  “business  plan”  – 
the plan that specifies who does what and 
when, with what budget, and for what expected 
result’ is particularly relevant in illustrating this 
situation and reflects the concerns of some 
donors.  
The RM staff and leadership in CGIAR Centers, 
on the other hand, focused their comments on 
the need to secure high level, reliable, multi-
annual funding as a key priority moving 
forward. They expressed concern on the CGIAR 
Fund’s  ability  to  deliver  on  this  need,  
particularly given the less than optimal 
performance of Windows 1 and 2 at present. A 
common refrain in the comments submitted 
was the difficulty in balancing and prioritizing 
between their primary focus on research and 
the reality of having to shift resources to RM 
work. RM teams in CGIAR Centers appear to be 
interested in developing a more collaborative 
working style to identify and pursue RM 
opportunities but are not currently sharing 
information and reporting on RM progress and 
trends in any unified manner.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
First, Investments are up significantly since the 
reform, and ahead of some other mechanisms. 
iii. Findings 
 
Major findings 
Based on the research that we carried out, as 
well as the feedback from our interactions with 
CGIAR stakeholders, we have packaged all of 
these insights into six broad findings that are 
fundamental to understanding the need for 
changing the way the CGIAR does RM and which 
form the basis for the recommendations 
proposed later in this report.  
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This has been achieved in the absence of the 
mega gifts that are characteristic of other 
international organizations of this scale (GAVI 
for example received a pledge for £814 million 
from the UK government in 2011). Funding has 
grown from $531 million in 2008 (the last year 
before the implementation of the reform 
process) to about $1 billion at the end of 2013.  
Second, while this is an impressive result, the 
Fund is heavily reliant on a small pool of 
donors, with the top ten donors accounting for 
some 40% of total revenue. Even more 
importantly, these same donors, who were the 
engine behind the reform process, are 
increasingly voicing concerns about their ability 
to continue to invest at similar levels based on 
the current model.   
Third, overall growth in financial support is 
counterbalanced by increasingly small scale 
and fragmented research projects. The reform 
process had envisaged projects of scale with 
increased global impact – this was a major 
reason behind the development of the CRP 
approach. Currently, average grants are in the 
$1 million range. This opens the door to 
deploying CGIAR assets to non-strategic RM and 
research by Centers, aided and abetted by a 
cadre of donors who continue to finance these 
piecemeal initiatives.  Even more importantly, 
this has lowered the target of the CGIAR and 
diminished its global brand. Even the larger 
CGIAR investments are low relative to others.  
Fourth, there is a history of limited investment 
in RM capacities across the CGIAR. Our 
research has found that RM staff levels, a good 
proxy for the importance given to RM in an 
organization, are remarkably low, and stand at 
an average of 1.84 staff per Center. Slightly over 
half of the Centers (8 out of 15) make use of 
outside consultants to advise and assist in RM 
activities. The staffing situation is similar in the 
FO, which is responsible for overall funding for 
Windows 1 and 2, and has 2.5 staff (out of 11) 
with RM responsibilities. This is completely at 
odds with the scale and ambition of the CGIAR, 
as well as comparing very unfavorably with 
other major RM driven INGOs. This situation is 
exacerbated by the limited support that RM 
staff garners from senior management, 
scientific leadership and Center boards.  
But RM staffing levels are only one part of the 
RM capacities equation. See figures 7 & 9 in the 
appendix. 
 
 
 
 
 
Most Centers have set up at least basic 
processes for developing a funding pipeline, 
recovering costs and establishing thresholds to 
reduce the number of micro and small projects, 
but there is no standard approach across the 
system.  
Fifth, there appears to be only sporadic RM 
collaboration or information sharing within the 
CGIAR (both in terms of partnership at Center 
level and in their interaction with the FO). 
Engagement and collaboration are not a priority 
for any of the RM actors in the system, and this 
has not been identified or at the very least 
acted upon by managers. Our own experience 
confirmed that it has not always been easy to 
access information on RM success stories, 
prospects, and trends. This is all treated as 
Directors General in the CGIAR commit 
approximately 16% of their time to RM 
 
Only 20% of the Center boards are 
“considerably  involved”  in  RM 
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valuable, proprietary information that is not 
willingly shared.  
Sixth, the CGIAR is not a strong global brand. 
This is a natural consequence of the other 
elements we have found in our research and 
interactions. We noted that there is no 
uniformity in the media and information 
products shared by Centers – as an example, we 
collected a number of Centers’ annual reports. 
They are produced to differing standards of 
quality and come in a dizzying array of formats. 
CGIAR-specific branding is an afterthought. As 
external observers it is difficult to believe that 
they are the representative documents from 
organizations in what is a globally recognized 
Consortium. This branding issue is exacerbated 
by the limited awareness of the CGIAR outside 
of a thin layer of scientists, practitioners and 
decision-makers in development agencies. The 
end result is limited opportunities for 
engagement with a wider audience and a 
drastically curtailed list of prospective donors. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The reality is that current funding levels have 
been achieved without significant investment 
in RM. Whether this is a result of historically 
generous donors or a strategic mismatch in the 
CGIAR, this is problematic. It results in the 
limited donor pool and small grant focus 
described earlier, but also represents an 
opportunity that we will highlight later in this 
paper. After all, if the CGIAR RM efforts are 
working at suboptimal capacity and have been 
able to achieve strong growth over the past five 
years, one can be justifiably confident that a 
significant increase in RM capacities and the 
introduction of a more collaborative working 
style would certainly lead to greater levels of 
resource mobilization.  
The research products currently being offered 
by the CGIAR come in two broad groups: CRPs, 
that are of differing quality – from very good to 
middling – and donor specific, piecemeal 
projects with the associated donor designated 
funds. Many  of  CGIAR’s  largest donors are 
expressing concern about the lack of ambition 
in the scale of the work being carried out. To 
shift the focus of the entire international 
research agenda, there is a need for the CGIAR 
to propose large scale research projects, with 
ambitious and measureable goals that require 
mega-investments and are focused on 
producing downstream impact.  Related to this, 
we note that in the other research 
organizations we have served, impact is a long-
term proposition and a strong institutional 
culture of measurement is evident. This is not 
present in a uniform manner across the CGIAR, 
with the excuse that upstream research is 
difficult to measure being often repeated. In a 
time of increasing pressure on international 
development and research budgets and a 
growing interest on impact and measureable 
results, CGIAR risks lessening its competitive 
edge vis-à-vis the donor community if it cannot 
measure its results convincingly.  
On  a  related  note,  Window  3’s  continued  
success has led to a proliferation of smallish 
projects. There is a need, recognized to some 
iv. Analysis 
 
In carefully reviewing the findings of our 
research, as outlined in Chapter III of this 
report, we note that, while at first glance 
the  CGIAR’s  RM  architecture  may  appear  to  
be functional and producing positive results, 
it is actually flawed and there are serious 
vulnerabilities to sustaining RM success if no 
changes are made. 
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degree in the donor community and amongst 
some Centers, to rationalization project stock 
and shift towards impact and scale even within 
the current portfolio. The unfortunate reality is 
that there is perverse behavior, both on the 
part of a subset of donors and of Centers that 
continues to support fragmented projects that 
produce short-term results of immediate use 
but tend to be on a micro-scale.  
This  competitive  “race  to  the  bottom”  in  terms  
of scale contributes to decentralized and 
fragmented RM efforts across the system. Each 
Center’s  RM  approach  is  completely  
independent and potentially competitive with 
other CGIAR entities. This is caused, to a 
degree, by the lack of investment in RM 
capacities. Relative to the scale of CGIAR’s  
ambition RM staffing levels are skeletal at the 
Fund Office and at most, if not all the Centers. 
The consequence of this strategy is that 
opportunities to expand the donor portfolio, 
deepen the level of engagement and marshal 
resources to increase impact are missed. This 
keeps the CGIAR Fund reliant on a small number 
of relatively large donors, increasing system 
vulnerability to the shock that would be caused 
by the loss of one of these core donors. 
In parallel, little effort is made to share useful 
RM information. There is a lack of global 
reporting on RM progress and trends, with a 
void in reporting RM successes, patterns of 
global giving, and areas of donor interest. 
Anthony  Beattie’s  research suggests that ‘There  
is not enough social capital in the CGIAR system 
– not enough opportunities for senior leaders in 
the system to talk to each other about resource 
mobilization.’  Addressing  this  aspect  of  CGIAR’s  
unique institutional culture will be paramount if 
collaborative work and information sharing is to 
become the norm and not the exception.  
  
 
 
 
 
This sporadic collaboration between the 
Centers and the Fund on collaborative funding 
proposals and donor stewardship needs to be 
addressed. By working together the CGIAR Fund 
Office and Centers could increase their 
combined effectiveness and capacity to secure 
funds, move to scale and increase impact. It 
should be understood that there is a need to 
streamline efforts across the system and benefit 
from the efficiencies that would result from 
this. The fact is clear: the lack of system-wide 
coordination (that could only be provided by a 
centralized, super partes entity like the FO) is an 
inhibitor to growth and is being increasingly 
acknowledged by stakeholders across the 
system. Recognizing and addressing the need to 
reinforce the FO would contribute to addressing 
this lacuna and make it possible for a greater 
focus on improving the attractiveness of 
Windows 1 and 2.  
A natural consequence of the fragmented 
approach is a weak global brand – Centers are 
very protective of their own institutional 
branding. After all, if the focus is on project and 
Center-specific work, there is no added value in 
investing  resources  in  developing  the  CGIAR’s  
global brand. While the obvious RM message 
should be focused around food security and 
climate change, given the elements highlighted 
above it is not having the required effect.  
 
 
‘There  is  not  enough  social  capital  in  the  
CGIAR system – not enough opportunities 
for senior leaders in the system to talk to 
each  other  about  resource  mobilization.’ 
- Anthony Beattie 
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In conclusion, CCS notes that the all the findings 
and their analysis point to a high degree of 
inefficiency, suboptimal results and potential 
donor fatigue. These issues feed the Window 
3/bilateral financing approach and are an 
important part of the underwhelming 
performance of Windows 1 and 2.  
 
Based on our findings, analysis and insights 
outlined  in  this  report,  along  with  CCS’s  
experience over more than 50 years of 
international assignments in the RM field, the 
CGIAR needs to develop a System-wide RM 
strategy and approach. This would address 
many of the constraints faced in the current 
system, render the RM architecture more 
efficient, more effective at producing results 
and thereby make the CGIAR more sustainable 
and resilient over the medium to longer term. 
The proposed Strategy would be built on three 
main platforms: 
First, Windows 1 and 2 should be the focus of 
the reforms of the RM architecture. This 
requires a System-wide decision to increase 
central coordination of certain RM functions, 
overcome impediments to greater investment, 
and begin new initiatives.  The simplest manner 
to do this is to develop and launch a series of 
deliverables, listed below, that enhance value 
added to the CGIAR without threatening 
existing relationships.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A major strategic approach that needs to be 
adopted by the CGIAR is a refocus on mega-
projects of a scale commensurate with the 
mandate and ambitions of the System. This 
would help energize donors, rebrand the CGIAR, 
attract attention around the huge challenges 
(and potential impact for smallholders) and 
improve the attractiveness of Window 2.  
 
Second, clearly define the remit and provide 
the necessary resources for the CGIAR Fund 
Office to develop, oversee and implement the 
Some elements that we have identified for 
consideration include:  
1. launching challenge grants and 
targeted fundraising campaigns that 
leverage new and increased funding to 
Windows 1 and 2 with matching levels 
of resources;  
2. pursuing replenishment-type 
conferences to mobilize resources for 
CRPs funded through Window 2 and 
making funding streams more reliable 
and transparent in the long term; 
3. implementing innovative financing 
mechanisms, such as social impact 
bonds, that could bring new financial 
partners to the CGIAR Fund and 
address the limited number of longer-
term financial commitments (a 
requirement for the kind of research 
that  forms  the  mainstay  of  CGIAR’s  
work); and  
4. addressing donor behavior that 
continues to allow for a flourishing 
Window 3.  
 
v. Recommendations 
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initiatives outlined in recommendation one 
above. In canvassing stakeholders throughout 
the CGIAR, there was widespread recognition 
that there is an important role for the FO to 
play. This role must be one that adds value to 
the entire system, rather than attempting to 
enforce a set of decisions (shift to Windows 1 
and 2 and away from 3) that are not realistic in 
the current environment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To do all of this, the current FO staff 
complement is insufficient. Additional resources 
(which would actually be rather limited in the 
scheme of existing CGIAR system costs) would 
have to be allocated to the FO to achieve this 
and greater synergies put in place with existing 
RM efforts across the CGIAR system. 
Concurrently, increased staff and budgetary 
resources should also be invested in RM 
infrastructure at the Center level, to enable 
them to better participate in global RM work 
lead by the FO. A participatory priority setting, 
planning and implementation process bringing 
the FO and Centers together would also have to 
be part of this approach. 
Third, strengthen the RM capacities across the 
entire CGIAR system by developing a series of 
RM tools that would then be made available to 
all Centers and CGIAR entities. Our analysis has 
demonstrated that the CGIAR has a very small 
number of dedicated RM staff, averaging less 
than 2 per Center, usually with support from 
Center Directors. Much could be gained by 
dedicating additional resources to: 
(i) strengthening RM capacities; (ii) creating 
communities of practice; and (iii) developing 
proposal templates, donor cultivation tools, 
training guides and other products that could 
be used across the System, lowering transaction 
costs and enhancing a common branding and 
communication approach. 
 A second major initiative within this reform 
platform would focus on recruiting specialized, 
senior RM staff, nominally housed in the FO, 
who would then be seconded on regular basis 
to assist in Center RM efforts and provide 
regular training and backstopping. These staff 
could act as frontline fundraisers with 
experience engaging board members and senior 
staff  to  effectively  “work”  as  a  part  of  an  RM  
team with a portfolio of major donor prospects, 
develop strategies, identify constraints and 
arrange the support to overcome them in a 
timely manner.  
These efforts, while relatively cost efficient, 
would make a great difference not only in skills 
development, but also in shifting the 
 
The FO, duly strengthened, should focus 
on: 
1. raising awareness of the CGIAR and 
help build a globally recognized brand;  
2. developing, launching and overseeing 
new global initiatives, engaging in 
policy dialogues on behalf of the 
system, and helping to develop mega-
projects that are by definition beyond 
the remit of any single or subgroup of 
Centers;  
3. approaching prospective donors who 
could be attracted to Windows 1 or 2, 
and connect prospective donors with 
narrower interests to specific Centers;  
4. maintaining and nurturing 
relationships with the global donors of 
interest to the entire System; and   
5. increasing the level of 
communications with stakeholders 
across the system.  
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institutional culture across the CGIAR towards a 
more collaborative and collegial one. 
Accomplishing this would require the FO to 
“staff  up”  and  provide  a  steady  stream  of  high  
quality materials and information that is 
developed in collaboration with Centers and 
adds value to the RM efforts of the entire 
system.  
 
 
 
Implementing these inter-related 
recommendations would take time, careful 
planning and the engagement of key 
stakeholders, and require special consideration 
on a number of fronts. In an effort to simplify 
the way forward, we have attempted to map 
out a series of important considerations and 
related actions by recommendation. We believe 
that this will simplify the review, decision-
making and eventual adoption process should 
the FC believe these recommendations useful.  
In terms of the first platform that is focused on 
the strengthening of Windows 1 and 2, it is 
important to understand the ability of the 
system to generate the very large scale 
research projects that would have the potential 
to impact the lives of hundreds of millions of 
people. Fortunately, these issues are being 
raised at an opportune time, as the CGIAR 
ramps up preparations for the second CRP call 
in 2015. Equally important, the FC and FCRG 
need to ascertain the willingness of the 
traditionally most important CGIAR Fund 
donors to make significant new investments in 
Windows 1 and 2 that would encourage and 
entice other existing and prospective new 
donors to co-invest and shift their 
commitments away from Window 3. 
This could be achieved by entrusting 
responsibility for follow-up on these issues to 
the FCRG, with the support of the FO:  
(i) develop, (re)package and promote the very 
large scale research projects that would 
command and benefit from mega-
investment via innovative financial funding 
mechanisms in the context of the 
forthcoming CRP call;  
(ii) engage the largest and most important 
donors and doers to ascertain their level of 
interest and enthusiasm for the 
recommended course of action; and  
(iii) approach, in collaboration with the FO, a 
very small number of donors at the highest 
levels to make pace-setting investments 
that create excitement around  the  ‘new  
found  potential’  of  W1  and  W2.   
A parallel aspect of the work that would need to 
be carried out with regard to recommendation 
one is related to building the brand and 
conducting a global campaign to re-energize 
existing and potential stakeholders in the field 
of international agricultural research. The sine 
qua non conditions that would be required to 
deliver on this ambitious goal are: (i) the ability 
to identify key message points that resonate 
with top elected officials, philanthropists, 
corporate leaders and others in a position to 
make very large investments; (ii) the time and 
effort required to rebuild the CGIAR as a global 
brand that is not only known to the small 
community of scientists and donor specialists 
focused on international agricultural research; 
and (iii) the willingness of Centers to engage 
vi. A way forward 
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with the process, supporting a common brand, 
and staying on message for the good of the 
system.  
If these conditions can be guaranteed, moving 
ahead on further development of a 
strengthened brand would entail: (i) engaging a 
firm with expertise in branding, advertising and 
social media to develop key messages, collateral 
and an overall communications plan for 
reaching target audiences (primarily top funding 
candidates from government and their 
constituents); (ii) building on the newly 
described large scale research, branding and 
pace setting investments highlighted above, 
conducting a global campaign feasibility and 
planning study that engages potential donors 
and leaders, raises sights and results in a clear 
RM roadmap for the next 5-10 years including 
goals, key investment levels, donor recognition 
and role for leadership. 
In parallel, the second platform of 
recommendations, that is focused on building 
centralized capacities for the FO to carry out 
work related to recommendation one and add 
value in global initiatives and with system-wide 
donors, requires resourcing and staffing the FO 
to enable it to deliver increased and improved 
‘products  and  services’  that  will  benefit  the 
entire CGIAR and the global movement (for 
example, a world class replenishment 
conference and process). The background work 
and planning required to present a holistic 
proposal in this regard could be carried under 
the overall guidance of the FCRG. 
With regards to the third recommendation 
platform, which calls for strengthened RM 
capacities across the CGIAR, the considerations 
and constraints are similar to those outlined 
under the first recommendation: (i) donor 
commitment to approving the required 
additional resources to develop the capacities 
and tools required; and (ii) the willingness of 
Centers to engage with the process and work in 
a more collaborative fashion than has 
historically been the case.  
These elements are possible within the existing 
governance structure of the CGIAR, but 
represent far-reaching change given the history 
of the system. Should these recommendations 
be acceptable to the FC and the decision be 
made to proceed with their development, we 
believe that the next concrete steps would be: 
(i) a careful articulation of what is being 
proposed; (ii) a well thought out consultation 
plan with all internal actors and selected, 
strategic external stakeholders; and (iii) the 
prioritization of a series of agreed-upon pilot 
activities to ascertain the validity of the 
proposals being made.  
 
If the FC concurs with the recommendations and the approach as described in this report, we believe 
that the FCRG, with the support of the FO, should develop the CGIAR RM Strategy and approach, 
including  proposed initiatives, institutional responsibilities and resource requirements, for approval at 
FC12. Such a proposal must first be widely circulated across the System and developed in collaboration 
with the other CGIAR stakeholders through a consultative process. We have therefore outlined a series 
of steps below that would enable this to occur: 
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CCS recommends this Resource Mobilization Study be used catalyst to prompt discussion for the 
pre-Fund Council 11 workshop in Mexico. We look forward to reviewing our analysis with you and to 
facilitating  a  lively  and  productive  discussion  given  the  urgency  of  the  CGIAR  system’s  mission  and  
work.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Milestone Date Activities 
Resource Mobilization Study Pre-FC 
Workshop 
May 2014 Discussion and recommended discussion 
of report findings and proposed 
recommendations 
Resource Mobilization Study Update – FC 
discussion 
May 2014 Discussion of report recommendations 
 
Joint Resource Group Meeting June 2014 Agreement on status of draft, assignment 
of responsibilities, preparation of brief 
informing MTR process of development 
plan, and management of the process and 
coordination of consultation process 
moving forward 
MTR review and discussion July 2014 Update for MTR panel with status update 
on the part of the RG, incorporation of 
useful MTR comments into working draft 
of the Strategy, inclusion of draft Strategy 
as a deliverable in the context of the MTR 
Funders Meeting September 
2014 
Status update on the part of the FCRG 
and further consultations with both internal 
and external stakeholders, updates on 
pilot activities already launched 
Consortium Board Meeting October 
2014 
Socializing concepts, soliciting and 
building feedback into the working draft of 
the Strategy and Approach 
Funders Forum November 
2014 
Presentation to wider CGIAR stakeholder 
audience of the final draft of the Strategy 
and Approach and update on launched 
pilot activities 
FC 12 November 
2014 
Presentation, discussion and approval of 
the Strategy and Approach 
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1. Fund receipts 
 
 
  
vii. Appendix 
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2. Receipts by Fund Window (including other income) 
 
 
 
3. Investment preferences of Top 10 donors 
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4. Top 10 investors – contributions by Window 
 
 
 
 
5. Board approved RM strategy 
 
 
Responses from Centers 
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6. Board established RM committee 
 
 
7. Board involvement with bilateral fundraising 
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8. Staffing levels across 13 Centers 
 
 
9. Time commitments by  DG’s  to  RM 
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10. Looking forward, how do you rank the importance of the following goals for the CGIAR in relation 
to RM?  
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11. In relation to coordination of fundraising for Window 1 and Window 2 funds, on a scale from 1 to 5 
how much co-ordination do you feel is required? (where 1 = fully decentralized to Consortium 
Board and CRPs with no Fund Office co-ordination, and 5 = fully centralized to Fund Office and full 
Fund Office coordination) 
 
 
 
12. Does your Center have an established RM unit? 
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13. Findings from Anthony Beattie 
 
1. The  Reform  is  still  a  work  in  progress.  It  would  have  been  helpful  to  set  clear  “change  
management”  goals  as  part  of  the  reform  process,  and  to  manage  the necessary change 
accordingly 
2. There is not enough social capital in the CGIAR system – not enough opportunities for senior 
leaders in the system to talk to each other 
3. The lack of social capital impedes the development of a shared vision 
4. Donors have disparate views and short time horizons – different from the long term time 
horizons  in  the  scientific  production  process.  As  the  donors  are  the  CGIAR’s  customers,  it  
behooves the Consortium and the centers to get to know what makes donors tick 
5. The  CGIAR’s  funding  climate  is  at best stable, and could well deteriorate 
6. The system does not have a strategic plan – it has an SRF but this document does not lay out the 
“business  plan”  – the plan that specifies who does what and when, with what budget, and for 
what expected result 
7. Why does the system not focus more on its principal asset – its people. Why are there not 
centrally managed HR policies and systems? 
8. Aim to capture and dominate the intellectual high ground; raise your profile; do the best science 
you can and make every effort to ensure that it gets used 
9. Become known for your excellence resource managers: excellent as a manager of people, 
manager of financial resources, and manager of facilities. Get out ahead of the game and reform 
yourself before others do it to you 
10. Grasp the nettle: there are many concerns (among the donors) concerning the transaction costs 
in the system – and  these  appear  to  center  around  “too  many  centers”  – get ahead of this and 
merge centers 
11. Prepare for a more competitive world. Become more outward facing. Develop carefully thought-
through advocacy and influencing campaigns. Stay abreast of the landscape of development 
funding 
12. Get more comfortable with the private sector 
13. Be ready for paradigm shifts: what will the impact be on the CGIAR of the next financial crisis 
(and there will be one) 
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14. Highlights of Paul Zuckerman report  
 
1. 10 Centers have a separate RM unit (which usually also includes staff that prepare project 
proposals, and donor reports) 
2. On average this group of Centres have 2.2 staff fully dedicated to fund raising 
3. In  addition  to  this  dedicated  unit,  the  DG’s  and  senior  staff  of  all  MC’s  see  one  of  their  principal  
roles being to seek out funding and help colleagues shape proposals for new work 
4. Most Centres have set up rigorous processes to develop a funding pipeline, assessment of 
proposals, full cost recovery and establishing thresholds to reduce the number of small projects 
5. Eight of these Centres use outside consultants to advise/assist 
6. Two Centres have a separate committee of their board dealing with RM, though some board 
members in most of these Centres are at least peripherally involved in RM  
7. All but one have 501c3 status (which allows direct access to US charitable funds) and two have 
charitable status in Europe 
8. Most expect to have  about  70%  of  the  total  budget  from  bilateral,  W3,  and  ‘other  income’  in  
2013 
9. Most consider that filling this gap is their responsibility. This is a reflection of the fact that at this 
stage of the reform process, Centres are still independent institutions with a board taking full 
fiduciary responsibility, which includes assuring the funding of an approved budget 
10. Five  of  eight  Centre  respondents  highlighted  that  they  do  not  yet  have  confidence  in  the  Fund’s  
ability to provide multi-annual funding through its Windows 
11. All Centres noted the clear incentive to have an independent RM focus, allowing them to 
maintain staffing, projects and research on a multi-annual basis  
12. Two Centres highlighted the need to diversify donor portfolios due to the high risk of a funding 
cut to the entire system due to the actions of only one Centre 
13. Donors  noted  poor  reporting  as  an  area  in  need  of  improvement.  They  described  the  ‘struggle  to  
get  information’ 
14. Two  ‘Top  5’  donors  asked  about  the  possibility  of  hosting  Fund  meetings  at Centres to increase 
their levels of engagement and understanding 
15. One  donor  highlighted  the  need  to  ‘scale  up’  projects  at  the  $200  million+  level  to  ensure  the  
maximum impact and value 
16. One  supporter  described  the  need  for  a  ‘leap  of  faith’  [in  the  system] but understood that this 
was not always possible based on government constraints, priorities etc. They acknowledged 
that  many  donors  were  still  on  ‘a  journey  of  enlightened  donorship’ 
17. Eight donors cited governance, uncoordinated processes and the weak strength of the CRPs as 
reasons for their investment decisions 
18. The  question  was  posed  that  the  CGIAR’s  priorities  are  not  just  about  increasing  core  funding  
but in insuring effective and efficient use of existing resources 
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15. How other leading organizations approach RM  
 
Organization How RM works Scale of RM efforts Key features of RM 
 
Global Environmental 
Facility 
 
 
 
Source: Henry Salazar, 
Deputy Head of External 
Relations 
HQ: Washington DC 
Centralized RM 
mechanism whereby 
replenishment funds 
flow through 
headquarters and are 
granted to projects. 
Part of the 
replenishment process 
is negotiating how 
much and to which 
programs funds will be 
directed. Negotiations 
take 12 to 18 months. 
The GEF is the financial 
mechanism for the 
multilateral 
environmental 
conventions e.g. the 
UN Framework 
Convention on Climate 
Change. 
Amount Raised: Sixth 
Replenishment (2013) 
raised $4.43 billion 
Funding Sources: 
Governments: 100% 
Funding Over Time: 
Pilot: $1 billion 
Initial/Founding 
Contributions:  
$2 billion 
Second Replenishment 
(1998): $2.6 billion 
Third Replenishment 
(2002): $3 billion 
Fourth Replenishment 
(2006): $3.1 billion 
Fifth Replenishment 
(2010): $4.25 billion 
Sixth Replenishment 
(2013): $4.43 billion 
 
The GEF is strictly 
funded by donor 
governments. There is 
an ongoing relationship 
with donor countries, all 
of which sit on the GEF 
Council. The Council has 
32 seats; 14 for the main 
developed/donor 
countries and 18 for 
constituency/recipient 
countries. Some 
countries are both 
donors and recipients. 
The Council meets 
2X/year in Washington 
DC.  
There are no preset 
goals for replenishment 
cycles, only the 
expectation that funds 
will maintain current 
programs and increase 
slightly.  Negotiations 
are partly based on 
program evaluations; 
there is an office within 
the GAF devoted to 
evaluations.  
The GEF does not 
engage the private 
sector at all.  
There is no fundraising 
team. Replenishment 
How other organizations approach RM 
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Organization How RM works Scale of RM efforts Key features of RM 
 
negotiations are lead be 
the CEO and technical 
teams.  This is because 
the donors are the same 
year to year. The GEF 
does not need to look 
for new donors, because 
it can count on the US, 
Japan, Germany, UK, 
etc. 
 
 
The Global Fund to Fight 
AIDS, Tuberculosis and 
Malaria 
 
HQ: Geneva 
Centralized RM 
mechanism through 
Geneva. 
The Secretariat in 
Geneva determines 
and distributes all 
grants.  
Amount raised: 
$12,200,000,000 
(2012) 
Funding Sources:  
Governments – 
$28,800,000,000 from 
2002 to 2012 – 95%   
Corporations/ 
$16 billion available for 
grantees from 2014 to 
2016; grants are based 
on GNI levels and 
disease burden. 
Replenishment Cycles 
The Fourth 
Replenishment Cycle, 
held in Washington D.C. 
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The Country 
Coordinating 
Mechanism (CCM) is a 
partnership composed 
of all key stakeholders 
in  a  country’s  response  
to the three diseases. 
The CCM is responsible 
for submitting 
proposals to the 
Global Fund, 
nominating the 
entities accountable 
for administering the 
funding, and 
overseeing grant 
implementation.  
 
Foundations / 
Innovative Financing - 
$1,700,000,000 from 
2002 to 2012 – 5%   
Reach:   
Global Fund programs 
in more than 140 
countries, as of end-
2013, have 6.1 million 
people on 
antiretroviral therapy 
for AIDS, have tested 
and treated 11.2 
million people for TB, 
and have distributed 
360 million insecticide-
treated nets to protect 
families against 
malaria. 
 
in 2013, yielded $12 
billion in pledges for the 
period of 2014-2016.  
x 25 countries, 
private 
foundations, 
corporations, 
faith-based orgs 
x US: $4 billion; 
France: $1.8 
billion; UK: $1.6 
billion; Canada: 
$612 million; 
Gates 
Foundation: 
$500 million; 
RED: $40 million 
 
The Third 
Replenishment Cycle 
yielded $10.4 billion in 
pledges for the period of 
2011-2013.  
The Second 
Replenishment Cycle 
yielded $9.8 billion in 
pledges for the period of 
2008-2010.  
Innovative Financing  
1. Debt2Health 
2. Dow Jones Index 
Fund 50 
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Organization How RM works Scale of RM efforts Key features of RM 
 
 
GAVI 
 
HQ: Geneva; 
Washington D.C. 
 
Centralized RM 
mechanism through 
Geneva and 
Washington D.C. 
The  Secretariat  offices’  
RM responsibilities 
include: mobilizing 
resources to fund 
programs and 
coordinating program 
approvals and 
disbursements.  
Programs are 
implemented through 
public-private 
partnerships.  
 
Amount raised: 
$1,721,900,000 (2013) 
Funding Sources: 
Governments - 
$6,233,000,000 from 
2000 to 2013 – 75% 
Foundations/ 
Corporations/ 
Individuals - 
$2,126,000,000 from 
2000 to 2013 – 25% 
Funding over Time: 
2009: $676,900,000 
2010: $695,500,000 
2011: $1,226,500,000 
2012: $1,231,600,000 
2013: $1,721,900,000 
Two Funding Types: 
Direct contributions 
include grants and 
agreements from donor 
governments, and 
personal and private 
sector philanthropy 
facilitated by the GAVI 
Campaign (63%). 
US$ 4.3 billion was 
pledged bringing the 
total resources available 
to GAVI for 2011-2015 
to US$ 7.6 billion. 
The GAVI Matching Fund 
is a three-way 
philanthropic matching 
program in which 
donors match 
contributions from 
corporations, 
foundations, their 
customers, members, 
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employees and business 
partners. Members of 
the GAVI Matching Fund 
include: Absolute Return 
on Investment (ARK), 
Anglo American, Lions 
Clubs International 
Foundation (LCIF), la 
Caixa Foundation and 
Business Alliance & 
Employee Giving 
Scheme, Comic Relief, 
LDS Charities, LDS 
Charities, Nationale 
Postcode Loterij (NPL), 
Children’s  Investment  
Fund Foundation (CIFF), 
JP Morgan, Vodafone 
and ELMA Vaccines and 
Immunization 
Foundation.  Matching 
Fund partners must 
meet a $1.5 million 
threshold.   
 
Some of the major gifts 
so far have been: 
x LCIF: pledged 
$30M ($60M 
with Match)  
x Comic Relief: 
pledged $16.3M 
(32.6M with 
Match) 
x La Caixa: 
pledged $8.04M 
($16.08M with 
32 
 
Organization How RM works Scale of RM efforts Key features of RM 
 
Match) 
 
As of March 31st 2014- 
the GAVI Matching Fund 
has raised $162 million. 
The International 
Finance Facility for 
Immunization (IFFIm) 
uses long-term pledges 
from donors to sell 
‘vaccine  bonds’  in  the  
capital markets, making 
large volumes of funds 
immediately available 
for GAVI programs. 
IFFIm receives binding 
pledges for future 
contributions from 
donor governments and 
issues investment-grade 
bonds in the 
international capital 
markets against those 
pledges. Bondholders 
are then repaid using 
the funds received when 
donors deliver on their 
pledges. To date, IFFIm 
has received donor 
pledges of around 
US$6.3 billion from nine 
donor 
governments:  UK, 
France, Italy, Norway, 
Australia, Spain, the 
Netherlands, Sweden, 
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and South Africa.  
The proceeds from 
IFFIm’s  bond  issuances  
are used by GAVI to 
support vaccine 
programmes. The size 
and length (or maturity) 
of each IFFIm bond 
issuance varies due to a 
range of factors, 
including, among others, 
GAVI’s  need  for  funding,  
investor appetite, and 
general market 
conditions. Since 
inception, IFFIm has 
raised US$4.5 billion in 
the capital markets with 
a weighted average life 
of  4.2  years.  IFFIm’s  
most recent issuance 
was in June 2013. This 
was a US$700 million, 3-
year, floating rate 
transaction.  
As part of its 2016-20 
replenishment, GAVI is 
seeking to replenish 
IFFIm as its long-term 
funding mechanism.  A 
successful IFFIm 
replenishment will 
ensure that, during this 
next business cycle, 
GAVI will continue to 
benefit from the flexible, 
predictable, and long-
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term funding that IFFIm 
provides. If IFFIm is not 
replenished, then the 
facility will enter a 
repayment phase, as it 
was originally designed 
to do, and existing 
donor funding to IFFIm 
will be used 
predominantly to repay 
existing IFFIm bonds. 
Advance Market 
Commitment 
accelerates the 
development and 
manufacture of 
pneumococcal vaccine 
available at affordable 
prices for developing 
countries by using long-
term pledges. GAVI is 
working with the World 
Bank, UNICEF and donor 
partners. 
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World Food Programme 
(WFP) 
 
HQ: Rome;  
 
Hybrid RM 
mechanism; funds 
raised predominantly 
through headquarters, 
but also through the 
WFP USA and NGO 
Funds like the 
Charities Aid 
Foundation – United 
Nations World Food 
Programme UK Fund. 
 
 
Amount raised: 
$4,378,674,946 (2013) 
Funding Sources: 
Government: 
$4,068,273,784 – 93% 
Financial Institutions/ 
Pooled Funding / 
Private Donors: 
$310,401,162 – 7%  
Funding over time: 
2009: $4,023,291,768 
2010: $3,813,802,407 
2011: $3,690,263,267 
2012: $3,963,433,369 
2013: $4,378,674,946 
Reach: 
Provided food to more 
than 97 million people 
in 80 countries in 2012. 
WFP is predominantly 
funded by annual 
contributions from 
donor governments.  
WFP USA granted $18 
million to WFP. 
World Hunger Relief is 
Yum!  Brands’  annual  
campaign to end 
hunger. Yum! Brands 
have donated more than 
$150 million to WFP and 
other hunger 
organizations since the 
campaign began in 2007, 
and the Yum! 
Foundation contributes 
$2 million annually to 
support logistics 
associated with the 
campaign.  
 
 
UNICEF 
 
HQ: New York City;  
36 National 
Committees; 
Country Offices 
 
Hybrid RM 
mechanism; funds 
come through 
headquarters, 36 
Amount raised: 
$3,958,000,000 (2012) 
Funding Sources: 
Government & 
Intergovernmental 
Sources: - 
$2,271,000,000 – 57%  
Private Sector: 
$1,261,000,000 – 32%  
UNICEF receives more 
than half of its funding 
from country donors.  
National Committees 
contributed 1/3 of 
overall funds. 
Fundraising efforts of 
the National 
Committees lead to 
fulfilling  the  ‘3  in  3  
36 
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National Committees 
and country offices. 
 
Intern-organizational 
Arrangements: 
$350,000 – 9%  
Other: $76,000 – 2% 
Funding over Time: 
2008: $3,390,000,000 
2009: $3,256,000,000 
2010: $3,682,000,000 
2011: $3,711,000,000 
2012: $3,958,000,000 
 
campaign’  to  recruit  3  
million active pledge 
donors over a three-year 
period. Efforts led to a 
record-breaking pledge 
income of $555 million 
in 2012. 
UNICEF had more than 
12,000 corporate 
alliances in 2012. Private 
sector contributions –
largely raised through 
UNICEF National 
Committees and country 
offices from individual 
donors, businesses and 
foundations – totalled 
$1.2 billion in 2012.  
UNHCR  
 
HQ: Geneva  
Hybrid RM mechanism 
whereby most funds 
go through Geneva; 
Private Sector Unit in 
London; NGO 
Fundraising Partners in 
Australia, Germany  
Japan, Spain, USA, 
Sweden; Face-to-Face 
in Hong Kong. 
 
Amount raised: 
$2,271,513,142 (2012) 
Funding Sources:  
Governments/EU: 
$1,996,512,899 – 88% 
UN Funds: 
$121,346,208 – 5% 
Private: $130,111,116 – 
6%  
x Individual – 
59% 
x Corporate – 
23% 
x Foundation – 
11%  
x HNWI – 7% 
THE UNHCR is 
predominantly funded 
by annual contributions 
from donor 
governments.  
The Donor Relations and 
Resource Mobilization 
service liaises closely 
with governments to 
raise funds.  
Donations are sought 
every year for UNHCR's 
Annual Programme 
Budget, which includes 
programmes that 
support regular 
operations. But the 
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Intergovernmental 
Bodies: $23,542,919 – 
1% 
Funding over Time: 
2008: $1,598,000,000 
2009: $1,716,000,000 
2010: $1,864,000,000 
2011: $2,088,000,000 
2012: $2,271,513,142 
 
agency also launches 
supplementary appeals 
throughout the year, 
seeking extra donations 
for new emergencies 
that cannot be forecast. 
The UNHCR Global 
Appeal process predicts 
the required country 
and area budgets for the 
future fiscal years.  
USA for UNHCR 
mobilized $4.4 million 
for UNHCR from private 
sources within the US in 
2012. Australia for 
UNHCR raised $16.1 
million in the same year. 
UNHCR have increased 
their international RMR 
staff from 2 to 40 in the 
last 14 years with most 
of the growth in the last 
five.  
International Committee 
of the Red Cross 
 
HQ: Geneva 
 
Hybrid RM mechanism 
whereby most funds 
go through Geneva; 
National Societies also 
raise funds within their 
countries. 
 
Amount raised: CHF 
1,013,359,000 / 
$1,147,632,107 (2012) 
Funding Sources: 
Government: 82.8% 
European Commission: 
8.8% 
National Societies: 
The ICRC is 
predominantly funded 
by governments through 
two types of appeals 
issued by the 
Committee: an 
annual Headquarters 
Appeal to cover its 
internal costs 
and Emergency 
Appeals for its individual 
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4.3% 
Private Sources: 2.9% 
Other (International 
Organizations): 1% 
Funding over Time: 
2008: $1,298,418,087 
2009: $1,250,465,644 
2010: $1,201,122,489 
2011: $1,314,042,098 
2012: $1,147,632,107 
 
 
missions.  
Funding decreased in 
2012. The largest 
decrease was in the 
Emergency Appeals for 
field operations, which 
amounted to CHF 969.5 
million, as opposed to 
CHF 1,046.9 million in 
2011. The Headquarters 
Appeal, for its part, fell 
from CHF 183.5 million 
in 2011 to CHF 180.8 
million in 2012.  
The  ICRC’s  funding  
system does not rely on 
set (statutory) 
contributions. 
Moreover, its programs 
are implemented 
according to needs and 
are not contingent on 
the level of 
contributions pledged or 
received. 
    
 
Global Agriculture and 
Food Security Program 
 
 
HQ: Washington DC; 
GAFSP is a Unit of the 
World Bank.  
 
GAFSP has a 
centralized 
 
Amount 
Raised/Available 
(2012): 
$1,245,200,000 
Funding Sources: 
 
Founded in 2009 by the 
World Bank. Pledges 
made by the G20 in 
Pittsburgh.  
The Steering Committee 
solicits contributions 
from donor countries, 
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fundraising 
mechanism. The 
Steering Committee 
decides funding 
allocations. The 
Steering Committee is 
comprised of an equal 
number of donor and 
recipient countries. 
Allocated funds flow 
through the GAFSP in 
DC.  
 
Private sector funds 
are reviewed by the 
Private Sector 
Secretariat, under the 
IFC, which is also 
located in DC. Funds 
may be directed to 
specific projects. 
 
2012 
Governments: 
$1,215,200,000 – 97.6% 
Private Sector: 
$30,000,000 – 2.4% 
2011 
Governments: 
$895,200,000 – 94% 
Private Sector: 
$76,300,000 – 6% 
Funding Over Time: 
Funds available 2011: 
$971,500,000 
Funds available 2012:  
$1,245,200,000 
private foundations, and 
multilateral institutions.  
Donors contribute to 
public or private sector 
windows under the 
GAFSP Trust Fund. 
Contributions to the 
public sector will be on a 
grant basis without any 
repayment obligations.  
Arrangements for 
reflows from private 
sector equity and capital 
investments under the 
private sector window 
will be negotiated 
subsequently among the 
IFC, the donors and the 
Trustee.  
Current Donors: Eight 
donors to the Public 
Sector Window 
(Australia, the Bill & 
Melinda Gates 
Foundation, Canada, 
Ireland, South Korea, 
Spain, the United 
Kingdom, and the United 
States) and five donors 
to the Private Sector 
Window (Canada, Japan, 
the Netherlands, the 
United Kingdom, and the 
United States).  
Some countries have re-
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pledged since 2009. 
Coordination Unit. 
Admin funding is less 
than 6% of overall 
budget. No fundraising 
team. 
 
16. Innovative Financing 
 
- GAVI uses the IFFIm model to frontload access to cash – through long-term pledges from donor 
governments (including many already committed to CGIAR). GAVI  sells  ‘vaccine  bonds’  in  the  
capital markets, making large volumes of funds immediately available. CGIAR could use this 
model to ensure reliable access to multi-annual funds. While monies raised may not all be spent 
in year one, they would allow for balanced and reliable commitments over 5 – 10 years. 
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- An innovative financing program to help eradicate polio is being led by the World Bank and 
others. A $48 million no-interest loans for the purchase of oral polio vaccine in Nigeria and 
Pakistan are being funded through the International Development Association (IDA). Because of 
the generous loan terms, each grant dollar unlocks $2.50-$3.00 for affected countries in the 
fight against polio. To fund the buy-downs, the partnerships have established trust funds from 
the Gates Foundation and Rotary International/UN Foundation. In this way, developing 
countries can mobilize what ultimately becomes grant funding to eradicate polio.   
 
- IDA provides long-term, concessionary loans to projects in different sectors, including health. 
IDA resources are shared across a whole range of pressing development needs. This mechanism 
allows governments to address specific issues by borrowing on concessional terms from the 
World Bank and seeing these loans turn into grants upon successful achievement of results. 
 
17. How social impact bonds work 
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